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Dr. John Nichols is the man who suspected President Kennedy had been 
a victim of Addison's disease. He investigated, established the fnct, proved 
that it wa« improperly suppressed fYyron the auto-- ay, end remained with noting 
doubts about the remainder of that report. Because he is a qualified, certified 

rathologist, a professor of pathology at toe ^nivarsity of ^nsas 

Medical Center, . Kansas City Kansas, and pathologist 'for tuat metro- 

politan area, he is in a unique position to do v/ork and understand the medico- 
legal requirements others of us researching in the field cannot. He has had 

Jong experience i n autopsies in crimes of violence going back to his post- 

\ * 

graduate days* ^ y r^ p ^ r;;. ^ ^ 

— And withell he has a competence in ballistics, having been a life-long 

i# •• . 

rifle buff end a member of his college rifle team as an undergraduate, lie has 

• r 

designed and performed an extensive and complex series of tests end expeMcmhts 
with duplications of the Mannlicher-CurcenQ rifle allegedly used in the assassina- 
tion/ They convince him that the medico-legal " ex planet ion" of the President's 

murder is false and untenable. ' 

* . / * * , 

When the government denied him access to the vital evidence of the 
him to make end have mode the teats 

murder, made it impossible fo the government hsd evnided, 

\ • 1 . ♦ 

refused him permission to make e personal st dy of thst evidence he is so 
• V • , • on January 17, 196 9^ 

qMelified to examine end evaluate, ^he filed suit in federal district court, 

x • ' * , . \ . 

opeka, Kansas. , * '* 

Oh March 21, w siting until long after the end of the suit in the 
Court of General Sessions in Washington, the government made response, ^ive 
federal attorneys signed end were pert of it: the United States Attorney 
for that district and his assistant, an Assistant Attorney General of the 

u nited States and two Department of Justice staff attorneys. If these legal 

r t? £ 

q'gols were earlier unaware of it, the Washington proceedings and decision 

\ * , ’ ~ * > * 

informed them better and other than they allege in their motion and argument. 
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^a^of them, j Jeffrey F # Axelred (ri.-ht ), worked on that case end signed 
the government's brie$in it* ‘ 

in the Washington case, the government's legal pleading* in 
response to tte Nichols suit is a masterpiece of semantics, where the 
skilled use of words deceives and is* intended to deceive those not having the 
most intricate icnowledge of the facts, made more complex than necessary by 
the xxxtx unending and utterly inappropriate federal dissembling. It mis- 
represents in e way that cannot be accidental, is based upon false statements 

and inadequate end knowingly inadequate ones, contrives unrealities and presents 

j . * 

them as fact and by the trickiest selection of words avoids what it cannot 

get around in eny other way. As it is a masterpiece of semantics, it is also 

✓ 

of dissembling, for the government does not eschew pretending it enected non- 
existent lews to cover the points in question, is not reluctant to present 
sworn stetemtne by the wrong witnesses, addressed to the wrong points, saying 
the wrong things end omitting those thet ere right, all to deny the plaintiff ' 
and through him the people of the ^nited States those suppressed snf entirely 
misrepresented facts of the murder of the President without which the 
government could not have fashioned and foisted off the false solution to the 
crime of the century, the assassination of the ^resident. 

So bankrupt is tne government's legal posture that it without shame 
proclaims it lacks the basic evidence without which there can be no possible 
acceptance of the iVerren rt eport. Yet in making this shocking admission, carefully 
misrepresented so the reader will not recognize its true significance, the 
government is no lees careful to make inedequeto response in a manner no lawyer 
or judge, including the roost skil^d end the canniest, is likely to detect* 

The form of the government’s response is a motion to dismiss the 
i-ichols suit or, as an al ternative, a request for a summary Judgement against 
him. The very first paragraph of the body if this brief begins with two 
deceptive impositions on the trust of the court, two examples of the oemantics 
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substituted rf for law end feet that amount to out right liea: 

An affidavit executed by James D. ^hoads, * he Archivist of the 
United States, h r s been filed in support of this motion which shows that 
the clothing# X-rays and photographs sought are specifically exemnted 
from disclosure by statute and that barren Commission Exhibits Nos. 299, 

573, 642, 643, and 656 may be viewed but their release fromxhis custody 
is precluded by statute. 

In each case, there is no such law, to the knowledg of the 
government. In each case the government makes the false pretense to 
accomplish with the misuse of words what cannot be achieved by other means. 
Were there* suoh a law, it would not be necessary to auy that the 
affidavit of a non- lawyer " shows that” the items sought "are specifically 

. * t 

arxxfcd exempted from disclosure by statute" • iVers there such o law, its exact 
language would be cited by the signatory Seders 1 attorneys in their own 
names, on their own authority. 

It is not customary for non-lawyers, especially in the government, 

* ' *» • 

to prepare legal documents; it is custoney for the large staff of federal* 
attorneys to perform this function. x t is reasonable to presume that Dr. 

^hoeda did not decide what should be included in his affidavit and whet left 
out, thet he XExiriB* is expert in and aware of the details end intricacies of 
the enormous volume of the law. ^t is reasonable to assume that tte federal 

attorneys, who are the experts, made these decisions, had this knowledge, and 

\ * . . 1 

drafted the affidavit to which the Archivist of the U nited States swore and 
affixed his signature. 

Now this presentation by the Department of Justice in the Kansas 
court, the same department of Justice whose function it is. to enforce the , 
lews of the United States, to prosecute those who violate the laws, to 
set an example of probity all others should follow^, actually says” that 
the clothings" worn by the President when he wes murdered and the "X-rays and 
photo raphs" of the autopsy "are specifically exempted from disclosure by 

stetute". This is to sey thet Congress enacted a lew that says the clothing, 

* % ' ♦ 

X-reys and photographs must not be disclosed, under any circumstances, ihot is 
entirely false. There is no such -lew. ’.'hen, later. There is citation, it is 
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of a law having to do with Presidential libraries end thirds like that, one 
enacted before the crime, one that makes not the slighest reference to 
these items of evidence, not by the greatest, most remote indirection. And 
os will be seen, that lew is at best inapplicable, especially to the film. 

The simple truth is what the government dareii not admit, it is 

\ . 1 ! t • .4 , ' 

that there is nothing it will not do to prevent any impartial, • competent, 
scientific examination of this basic evidence of the murder of the President 
because its contrived official explanation of that murder cannot withstand 
examination of ttarxmlxxejjxBx this same basic evidence the same federal govern- 
ment do thoroughly misinterpreted and misrepresented. 

The best argument the govarnment can make is insufficient, not nearly 
, strong enoug. Therefore, it resorts to semantics as a substitute for law. Tne 
truth is that the government interprets an inapplicable law to give it the' 
right to engage in whet amounts to a fraudulent contract and that in this 
contract conditions can be stipulated that give it the right to withhold the 
evidence of the President’s murder from eny non-governmental examination. The 
law cited by the “hoads affidavit is "section 509(e) (l) of the Federal Property 
end Administrative Services Act of 1949 (44 HEX U.S.C. 397 (e)(1)". The Hhoads 
affidavit is in a separate document filed by the same crew of federal attor- 
neys. But the "fine print" is overwhelmingly clear: the Congress did not in 
1949 visualize that J ohN Kennedy would become President of the United States 

twelve years later, that three years after that he would be murdered, and that 

\ .*■ * * 

ala clothing would bo "given" to the goverhment of the v nited States, together 

with the picturee end X-rays of hisa autopay, three years after that, *'ot tte 

wisest, most foresighted Congress in American history could so clearly foresee 

17 years into the future and "specificia lly" exempt the vital evidence of the 

coming murder from any unofficial examination. It likefTwise could not and did 

not know that the murder would be by gunshot and that the’ exhibits in the 

' proceeding in' 

coming invos tlge tion not by a court of law but of a rero Presidential Commission 

would be numbered "399,573,842,843, and 856". Neither iixnurxanyxxthjrr 

that 1949 Congrcna nor «*o» < ’her "precluded* by statute" the examination of this 
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thenOnone non-esitent evidence of o non-exi9tent end unpredictable murder of 
en unelected President. The tct truth is ee simple as it is uncongenial to 
the arbitrary decision of the government to prevent such examination. It is that 
the government interprets its rights under the spurious contract under the 
inapplicable law to giv^ it the power to preclude such examination. 

i 

The contract is s letter of agreement between the government end 
the representative of the® executors of the estate of the murderod President. 

It wcs executed by both parties October 29, 1966. A copy is appended to the 
^hoads affidavit. It is referred to os the iartxxx "letter agreement". 

This federal contrivance is regularly incanted by the government 
througnout its pleadings. 

Under the euphemism of serious intent, * "Pacts " beginning on page 3 

♦ ' ‘ 1 

of ££a the pl-pago "memorandum in support" of its motion, on that puge it is 

Lend fif th andpart of the sixth pages are 
twice alluded to. The entire fourth pi gxxtx devotedto quotations from it. 

x t is , in addition, twice invoke^ on the sixth psge. 

A section entitled " Argument" begin on psge 7, whore it sgain is cited. 

Under other headings, this is repeated BXxpnezxxS? in various forms end formu- 

i 

lotions on pages 9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19, and 20. There are but 9 



words of presentation of page 21. “ 

In short, the crux of the government’s argument is this letter agreement, 

•which is cited on olmost every page of the legal papers in one way or more, and 

the law under which it was executed, 44 U.S.C. 397. T+- + 

^ a n 4- p c g es 5,4,0, - 1 -e i 11, , 19 

t fr e ga zs r na e n. t a rgues, fta - ia poragr p ek 3 of nu^ cflhoad^raTfi^^ paga~3_:&£ 



It is by this authority alone, the government argues, that the "clothing, x-rays 

V 

end photographs were transferred to the Unoted States of An® rice" (paragraph 3 
of ^hoeds affidavit and page 3 of the memorandum of support for the motion". In 
short, tho government claims thst itx® by this ergeement* under the cited law, 
thi3 property become government property. Other citotions are pages 3,^, 9, 10, 
11,12,13, 1(1,15,16,17 and 19 of the momoroddum, paragraph 9' of the affidavit. 



"Ehibit "Exhibit B" nnd 



appended "Exhibit C", x 1« tters from former Archivist Hubert H # Bahmnr to Vicfcnla, 

This means that the items of evidence sought v/ere the property of t.e alleged 

donor, that the alleged donor hea th' 1 legal right to give this preperty to 

the government of the United otetes. ?/hile the government prefers to and does 

Y 

describe the el^ged donor es "the Kennedy family", this, technically, is not 

in a^- 

th case* It may, politically end /public-relations sense, be expedient to 

use this description, but in actuality the alleged donor is the executor of 

• • 

the estate of the latex President. The agreement was signed by Burke Marshall, 
former Assistant Attorney General of the United States, as the representative 



But 



on siTpport^ the 



of these executors. xicixxlxHMxpriidt in the memorandum on 

redundantly 

government states explicitly "the materials" were "property of the estate of 

. c- 

John F. Kennedy". At the same point it repeotes itself, saying "the original • 
ownership of the materials as being in the Kennedy estate". 

In either formulation, this is flQsehood. * Neither as "the original 

i 

ownership" nor as th 9 "property of the estate" were the pictures and X-rays of 
the autorsy ever rart of the estate of the murdered President. \s better than 
anyone else the J epertment of Justice knows, th^ estate of the deceased is 
fixed at the morant of death. The pictures and X-rays di£ not then exist. 

Moreover, law end regulation determined that thoy were the property 
of the United States ^ovemment. The autopsy was performed in a government 
institution. The law is that whoever purchases the unexposed film remains the 
owner of the exposed film. As loymen/may have had experience in these matters dVi 

-rA if] *4* 

when X-rays are taken, they do not become property wr& H a - - he pays for the 
X-roying. Further, Navsl regulations controlling autopsies rer.uire that 'they 

♦ i * 

remain in permanent Navy file. (Navy SF-523; Manual of the MedicAl Department, 

U. 3. Navy, Chapter 17, paragraph 18(4). The stondord text irr the field is tr.e 

"Hospital Law Manual", by the Health Law Center of the Graduate School of 

public Health, University of Pittsburgh. In the "Administrator^ v olune",on 

p«ge 11, under "Ownership and control of the Record" it is statedjXX : 

It is the consensus that the records of the hospital including 
the medical records are the property of the hospital 



So, innaj form, under any fomuletion, the "origin"l ownership" 
or the "property", those pictures end X-rnys of the autopsy were end remained 
the property of the nited States u overnment. There is no means by which t-.ey 
could be given to anyone, tfho ever did, did so illegally. Whoever accepted them 
likewsie likewise did so outside the law. .Vherever they were, in whoe wnatover 
custody they may bttve been, they remained the property of the Government of the 
nited States. one knows this better than the lawyers of the i^aprtraent of 

* i 

.ustice. ' 

^n its various representations end misrepresentations, the government 

is careful not to let it be known how, when and under what circumstances this 

• , . *- > 

property of the government passed into other hands, how it got into the phy- 
sical possession of the executors of the President’s estate, even whether there 
were copies ani whether it is the originals or copies that the executors held* 

is a significant question, as W83 involuntarily disclosed in a report by 
the ’ • , 

sxspecial panel convoked by Attorney General Clerk for a limited evaluation 

of a limited selection of some of the autopsy evidence. On page i^refers to 
, A 

11 a memorandum of transfer, located in the National Archives, and dated 

April 26, 1965" . * . , ’ 

’’ *• . . • • ‘ I v, \ 

Now it hoppens that the Archives had repeated essurod me that I had 

had access to all the available documents and evidence relating the to autopsy. 

i his had never been shown me. Its existence had never been acknowledged, officially 

\ * through/ 

or by t ho se officials with whom I dealt, from the Archivist personally down/the 

table of organization. 

.. * 

It also happens I was not without unofficial knowledge of this 

transfer. ■ \ 

In late 1966,, Richard J. 7/helen, author of the best-selling biography 
"Tho F ounding Fa ther? , 

of Joserh P. Kennedy Jfw8s working on an article on th6 autopsy for the 
"Saturday Evening Post". Dick had run into some problems that even an experienced 
investigatuve reporter could not surmount in several months of diligent in- 
vestigation and research. x help d him with his piece. Dick was then with the 

i 

Center Fnr . - n 
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Center for Strategic °tudies of Georgetown diversity, in v;ashington. in 

f * 

add tion to his own good con.ections an those of his influential magazine, 

he was able to draw upon end did use the influence of his university 

associates, I’hus h^ was seen and spoken to by government officials who 

would not respond to other writers and investigators. 

Dick told me that the pictures snd X-rays of the autopsy reimd nod 

in government possession until April 26, 1965. He added that his source of 

information was an undersecretary o n the. Treasury • this I add that the 

Secret Service, which immediately got possession of this film, is part of the 

Treasury and under an assistant secretary. It thus would be o most remarkable 

\ 

zozsana ioxzaEtadzxl*hxt7j0x£emne:iyx family 
"coincidence"if the memorandum of transfer dated April 26, 1965 and relating to 
the pictures and ^Orays of the John Kennedy aut6psy did not cover the turning 
over of exactly this film on exactly that dete of ell the dsys in history to 
aoraoone connected with the Kennedy family. 

There is also significance in the date. It iib ans that, for more than 
a yeer after the Warren Commission completed its autopsy testimony these film 

so essential to it ana entirely unused in it remained in government possession. 

\ 

It means that for seven montbj>to the day after the VTarren Commission ended its 
official existence with the issuance of its Report the same conditions obtained. 

It therefore also means that Robert Kennddy could not have denied that Com- 
mission access to this evidence, as official and unofficial government spokes- 
men h*ve diligently and endlessly announced as justification of the failure 
of the Commission andijits expert witnesses to use this suppressed evidence 
so vital ot its conside ations, that evidence defined by lawyers as ,f best evidence 

Furthermore, we here hove confirmation of the fact that all applicable regula- 
tion 

tions, lews and practises were violated until V ho t- do - t e and that on that date 
the illegality of letting federal property pass out of federal hands was con- 



summated 
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-ffioiol 

Once I discovered thi? until-then unknown feet of the existence of 
the official memorandum of transfer I requested if of the Notional rchivos. 

fc, s been consistent in suppressing such evidence, hence 1 onticiratod the 
request would he rejected. I therefore asked that if it were denied, I be 
■ given the reason or' reasons in writing. This was promised me by Morion J ohnson, 
the nan in immediate charge of that archive end the author of those letters filed 
ic the *opeka court under the signature of the Archivist. I phoned him from 

«ew Orleons the afternoon of January 22, 1969. 

V/hen 1 read the passage from the p- nel report end asked for that 
memo, J ohnson had replied, "Okay; I'll see what I con do about it.’* ?his was 
to say less than that he would supply it. 1 esked if the memo were classified. 

'Abe man in immediate cheree, the man who should know, said only, "I don’t kr.dwV/. 
It was this formulation of his answer that prompted me to say, "I presume if 
I am denied it I will be told in writing why," to which he had answered that 

I would be, - * 

I wasn't, ^ime passed and I spoke to him by ph6ne end in person, without 

direct response, without getting the document. I saw the Archivist TBrsonally 

6n court in Washington Friday, February 14 and asked him why I had not had 

en answer. content himself with saying I would, .on. Several times thereafter 

I wrote him, without answer. 

The very day this is bains written, 1 did get a letter from him. Under 



date of, April 4. This is the operative parts 



Utlow* left * 

This is preposterous .nonsense. As I told him the government executed 
the memorandum end kept a cop/^ oc *r * * * i #*r 



/ 



g 



It certainly didn’t take thd erudite Archivist of the United ’totes 
po days to learn who owned the t riece of rarer ’’left” with him sn^ e^minoly 
casually, so h-phazardly , ff for safekeeping". Hov) the Kennedye no safes, no 
banks, no lawyers who can be trusted no Kennedy ^ibrery? Can i t bo b 'iev.jd 
that this wealthj^jpo.verful, so well-connected e family, including the Majority 
'"hip of the United States Senate end the United States Ambassador to laris at 
that moment, had to leave a piece of paper ”fpr sefekoeping"? Or that if 
they did just ’‘leave” it there, it was not in th« Archive to the rrecident, 
but just somewhere, desn’t make any di fference. where, "in the Archives building"? 
This i exactly what the Arhhivist of the United States says, "left at the 
Archives building for safekeeping”* 

This is no easier to believe that that for the toree months he and 
his subordinates kept promising me either a copy of the/iemo or a written 
explanation for denying it he didn*,t know, if it was, that this was the private 
property of the Kennedy family. 

response I also reminded him that 1 I had been assured by th° head 
of the .Secret Service that he had given the Archives everything he had on the 
assassination. I asked for a Secret Service copy * of th*> memo instead of the 
” private property” one. /^id, I said, with government property thuB bein~ disposed 
of in an apparently illegal manner, I’d like copies of all tne memos on this, 
citations of tne lew imvoked for the apparent crime, who made the decision, etc. 

Regardless of this frivolity with history and evidence of a Presidential 
murder, the simple, inescapable fact is that at no time did >this film of the 
President’s sutonsy ever cesse being the property of the government. Giving it 
away was like sweeping the ^irt under the rug. Tha t no more changed the ownership 
than stealing a car does. It is the same Departments -of ^ust ce that enforces 
the laws against steaiin- cars that here argues theft changes ownership and 

' A ' 

is legal. And, setting such high standards of respect for the law, ^jvnders 
aloud about the marked increase in crime in the nation. 
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Robert Kennedy, who had been Attorney General of the United States, 
was then the recognized head of the Kennedy family. Can It be argued t..ot 
the Attorney General is ignorant of the law? He was party to the illegality of 
this improper disposing of government property. can no longer explain It. 

This, of course, is to assume he was Bware of it. The tragedy cf the important 
who became ensnared in tae improprieties end illegalities of tne murder and 
its investigation is that each had to accept on trust what he wss told by 
others. Each also had to assumed he was informed of what he should have knov/n. 
There is no reason to believe the underlings knew all the fact to report, knew 
what was true and what was not, end reported everything that should hove been. , 
If this may explain how such a transaction could have boon mede w thout the 
knowledge of any Kennedy, it does not justify it, for all subsequently became 
aware of it when this film so improperly in their possession was returned to 
the government. At *hat time each had' to know about the "d- al " for V e return. 

7/hen thisj?os a young and weak country it went to war not to pay tribute 

to the ^arbary pirates, ^hen it became the most powerful country in history it 

made dishonorable " deals” to recapture its pictures and X-rays of the autopsy 
/ « * . 
of a murdered President’. Imagine thet! Try end believe -it! 

This is what the "explanation" of the government, in the Topeka court 

as everywhere else, requires us to believe. - > 

It is o falsehood so demeaning it would insult the intelligence of 

a pre-puberty child to conceive it. 

The truth is thet the whole things wea engineered by the government, 

including its trading on the Kennedy name, for a single purpose. Thet purpose 
was to contrive the deal. Without this fiction of e fraudulent "contract” under 
the law permitting accepting papers for Presidential Archives - * lew thet 
does not visualize President murders or tk* its misuse for the dequestering of 
evidence - there was no way on earl/j the government could hide, totally suppress, 
the essential, evidence of the murder of the President and -t* with it preserve 
the false accent of that murder it had prefabricated, fhr whatever purple. 
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These film disprove tho entire "solution" of the crime* In tli dicing 
they also prove misrepresentation, distortion and oasor ted other improprieties 
ana illegalities by gov rnraent employees, including perjury and the subornation 
of perjury* Thus_we find explanation for the illegality of :iving away the 
essential evidence of then murder and for the disgraceful cheap conspiracy by 
which it was retrieved under the only possible device for continuing to hide 
it, to deny it to the people, to keep it from being used to demolish the 
fictitious "solution" of the crim* of th^ century. At the time the film was 
returned, the Ten^edys were under such public pressure they .could no longer 
bo used to bide the film. Their interest in keeping it sec et was personal, 
not criminal. They wanted no more juf faring, nothing tney might consider 
undignified, no sensational use of the film, which is understandable. But 

• * ' » i 

by the first of A 'ovefyber 1966, so much pressure had built up behind attacks 
on the Warren ^epor^T the Kennedy- family position had become intolerable with their 

sposseejion of this purloined evidence. 

1 . / 

Nowhere i n the world was the complete illegality of this xititt rexx 
XBxpo Aesopian, interpretation of "lew* 1 and "contract" better understood than 
in the Deportment of Justice which, in the ^opeks court es it had in Washington*, 
invoked its own criminality as a defense against it. 

^Tii-t hr-thls, the entire defense against the Nichols suit falls 1Tb art. 
KamverT^h^-xemaining^ unimagi native contrivances with which th6 court 
was abudc-d-must be analyzed end ex poised. 

\ 

At no time was ‘■this ssme Department of Justice, including two of the 

signatories to the response to the Nichols suit, more aware of this then in the 

\ 

time they were preparing that answer, for it was precisely then that a court 
of proper jurisdiction in ^ashinrton rules on just this issue. It ruled against 
the povernm^nt and ordered that the pictures and ^-reys be made available for 

, V ' 

examination by a competent pathologist so he could testify in the then ongoing 
trial in New Orleans. The government's appeal, .*s it well knew, would render this 

i 

decision moot. But the decision remains, not overturned. The government does 
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not h'*ve the rights end power it here claims. 

it doev. hovo the power to toy with the lew, to exploit the available 
devices to frustrate the lew and court decisions. While it was elaborately 
going through the motions of "deliberating " whether or nbt it would 
ep-eal Judge Helleck's decision in Washington, a pretense by which it wasted a 
few more days of precious time, Tade it more impossible for the piitures and 

fj , 

**— rsys to be examined and cross-sxtimihed in a court of law in Louisiana, 
it wa;, clandestinely, arranging what was necessary for this epreal behind tne 
scenes. ?he clerk of the J ourt of appeals told me that for several weeks the 
"apartment's lawyers.^on the q.J., had been warning hill to be prepare] for 
their appeal. ~ 

Once dEei8iOH2WBXziB8^Q?2thBZH2irax 'Judge Halle ck ruled, whether or 
not against the government, as he did, there wasnoway this film could be 

produced in court. The government bad ao many devices for delay available to it 

/ 

the Louisians trial could not possibly last that long. If by any remote chance 
the Apprels ^ourt could have decided while that trial was still in process, the 
Government need only appeal again, to the Supreme ^ourt, if necessary • It will 
continue 'to frustreteo by whatever proper or improper means at hand, any 
effort to have this essential evidence of the murder examined by i mpartisl 
experts. Its illegalities and improperties have succeeded for more than five 
years. The national interest requires that this come to an end. The immediate 
possibility it in this suit by a competent fore sic pathologist. 

What examination of this film will show is no longer secret, for in 

X 

defending the action in Judge Hallecfc’s court the government had to disclose 
a reading of what it there ssid wss this precise film. Tnet evidence, without 
any possibility of doubt, establishes, among others, these two things:. 

There was perjury in the testimony about the film. 

It preserved evidence wxar contrary to : the official representation 



made of that evidence. 

, In snort, the President was 



) 

shot other than where the gov rnment 



r 



N 
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soy be wos shot and he was not. wounded as the government eoys he wa? wounled. 
^he reading of the film by the government’s hired p-rtisens in i-self destroys 
the government’s integrity and the entire prefabricated official "solution* 1 
to the crimes. 

With this, the entire defense against the Nichols suit falls apart. 

However, the remaining contrivances with which the court and the 
lew are abused must be analyzed and exposed. Each is, invalid, each a facile 
attempt to further delay the official disproof, in a covert of la?/, o r the 

i 

falacy of the federal explanation of the muder of tte President. 

1 

Not tnfct the governments misues of the fraudulent contract in its 
responso has been exhausted above. It is still the inappropriate basis of 
other pleadings, including the defense of theft and tacit acknowledgement that 
there was whut amount to theft, and openly arguing against the clear national 
interest end requirement • 



The claime purpose of " pres^rvinc" th9 evidence intact is defeated, 
not furthered, by denying it to trie people, especially those in a position to 

i* 

evaluate it. The government visualizes vn unreality, that the preservation of the 
evidence considered by the Commission will in itself support^the conclusions 
allegedly based on tnat evidence. It cites the House Committee report of August 
19, 1965 as recommending that "these critical exhibits" considered by the Commission 
'"shall be permanently retained so that "allegations and theories concerning Presi** 
dent r 'env»dy assassination" that "might serve to encourage irresponsible rumors 
undarmioinp- public confidence in the work of the President’s Commission" vnuld 
not be "oncourapred". Preserving this evidence and making in entirely unavailable 
in any meaningful way, some of it, the most crucial, in no manner at all, doesj^y- 
thing but inspire confidence in thos«who deny access to the evidence. Rather it 
does "enocurage" "the "undermining of public confidence in tta work of the 
President’s Commission". If the evidence supports the conclusions allegedly 
based upon it, confidence in those conclusions requires that those knowledgeable 
by give/j^ not denied, access to that evidence. Failure- in this case, refusal to 
the point of contefits^Ing in court - to permit experts to see thet evidence, 
perssudes only thet the evidence does not suppot support the conclusions and that 
tne government is only too well aware of it. 

In the brief, the conclusion of the government is that the House 
Committee which wented to stifle "rumors" wanted to "exempt” from examination 



that evidence 



